The Australian government's strict censorship regime of the mid-twentieth century banned a range of imported books, from popular to pornographic to literary titles. Drawing on the archived censor reports of the committee, this article will argue that Australia's Commonwealth Literature Censorship Board is best understood within a tradition of conservative thinking about literature's social function which can be traced back to Matthew Arnold. This paper examines the banning of James Baldwin's Another Country as an example of politically conservative anxieties about race and sexuality influencing the impetus behind the censor's decisions. It is argued that the Australian censorship project was underwritten by an ideological notion of what literature is, and how it should serve the interests of the state.
Introduction
In 1933 the Australian Customs Department created the Book Censorship Advisory Committee for the purpose of advising the minister on which imported books should be banned from entering Australia. In 1937 the body was renamed the Commonwealth Literature Censorship Board (Coleman, 1974: 17) . The Board produced written judgements on the books referred to them, many of which, particularly those of member and later chair Dr L. H. Allen, are literary-critical in nature.
I will argue that the censorship reports of the Board assume and promote a conception of literature as having a particular function, one which aligns with the conservative interests of the state. To situate Allen's censorship reports within a tradition of conservative culturalist thinking about English literature, it will first be necessary to visit the work of Matthew Arnold, a key figure in this tradition. The reports recommending the banning of James Baldwin's novel Another Country will be examined as a case study of the ideological nature of the censorship project. 41). Elsewhere he states that poetry is 'simply the most beautiful, impressive, and widely effective mode of saying things' (quoted in Shumaker, 1962: 389) . Wayne Shumaker argues that the 'means by which Arnold hoped chiefly to illuminate and improve mankind was by affirming the value of literature ' (1962: 387) , and in both Arnold's criticism and the fact of his own vocation as a poet we find evidence of this claim.
It is towards the latter parts of Culture and Anarchy that the ostensibly noble argument for the arts in an age of utilitarian indifference reveals itself as a conservative political project. Of those in power, Arnold states that one must 'steadily and with an undivided heart support them in repressing anarchy and disorder ' (2006: 149) . Precisely why this is the case is crucially relevant to his entire argument concerning culture: 'because without order, there can be no society, and without society there can be no human perfection ' (2006: 149) . In other words, the 'human perfection' which Arnold sees as embodied in culture is produced by an orderly society, which in turn requires a repressive state. Raymond Williams, a founding member of the British New Left, writes that Arnold was writing around a time of great 'agitation of the industrial working class' (Williams, 1993: 112) . James Ley similarly argues similarly that Arnold's project was significantly motivated by anxiety about this social unrest (Ley, 2014: 73) . This is nowhere clearer than in Arnold's demand that 'monster processions in the streets and forcible irruptions in the parks […] ought to be unflinchingly forbidden and repressed' (Arnold, 2006: 149) . Culture is Arnold's bulwark against anarchy, its 'most resolute enemy' (150). What we see in Arnold's ideas about culture and literature -categories he views as being universally, morally beneficent -is in fact an attempt to universalise bourgeois political interests.
Culture's 'service' and 'important function' (Arnold, 2006: 37) , its 'special utility' (147) is stressed by Arnold, with those who support culture being called 'preachers' (37) . Such an emphasis on the relationship between culture as an institution and the social uses to which it is put is taken up by Marxist critics Williams and Terry Eagleton. Eagleton argues that the ends that English literature actually serves under the Arnoldian view of culture are to encourage sympathy of the downtrodden for their oppressors, to distract people from the struggle to improve their lives, and to render people oblivious to the injustices by focusing them on appreciating 'eternal truths and beauties ' (Eagleton, 1983 ' (Eagleton, : 2245 . The ideal function of Arnold's conception of English literature, according to Eagleton, is to provide 'affective values and basic mythologies by which a socially turbulent class-society can be wielded together ' (1983: 2243) . It is at this point of understanding English literature as a political institution that the act of state censorship can be inserted into the conceptual schema. This article does not consider Victorian literary censorship but rather how Victorian conceptions of literature as such were still being promulgated, as will be demonstrated below, by Australian literary censors some 100 years after Arnold wrote Culture and Anarchy.
The ideological mission Arnold ordains for literature is threatened by books which, for example, are indecent, or incite revolutionary violence. Obscene, blasphemous and seditious content not only does not rank among the best which has been thought and said, but it threatens the very ability for English literature to be used as a vehicle of moral edification.
The necessary underside of an Arnoldian promotion of a literary culture is thus the widespread and systematic banning of certain kinds of literature which do not fit the ideal conception. It is this latter task that I will argue the Commonwealth Literature Censorship Board carried out. Both promoting and banning assume a certain kind of connection between literature and the social body which requires the intervention of the state. As Williams states, Arnold recommends 'the State as the agent of general perfection' (Williams, 1993: 118) . The creation of a state censorship board which promulgates a view of literature as being in superior opposition to obscenity fulfils Arnold's aim, although through the opposite means from that of Arnold himself, i.e. banning rather than promoting.
Raymond Williams, reacting to the conservative culturalism of Arnold and later of F. R. Leavis (1895 Leavis ( -1978 , pioneers a method, which he referred to later in his work as cultural materialism, which engages in analysis of the institutions surrounding the production and distribution of literature and writing, and a linking of these institutions to their accompanying social and material context (Williams, 1977: 138) . While Williams does not here mention censorship as one of the institutions which influences the production and distribution of literature, it evidently is. My project to connect the practice of literary censorship to persisting culturalist ideas about the uses and services of literature for, and by, the state broadly aligns with such a methodology, extending and applying it to the Australian context of the Commonwealth Literature Censorship Board. Such a theoretical framework has been hitherto absent in discussions of Australian literary censorship, including the most notable recent work of Moore's.
The scene, so to speak, is now set for a closer look at the composition of the Board and the writings of its members, understanding how their judgements are informed and shaped by a tradition of thinking about literature which emphasises its conservative function. Censorship assisted the conservative United Australia Party government, at that time in the early 1930s openly hostile to left-wing sentiment (Barnes, 2014: 76) , in achieving some of its political goals.
For example, Joel Barnes quotes laws, such as Section 24A(g) of the Crimes Act, which explicitly outlawed content that promoted 'feelings of ill will and hostility between different classes of His Majesty's subjects' (Barnes, 2014: 76) . The fact that the first chair of the Board, Sir Robert Garran, was a senior public servant and Federation-era bureaucrat shows the extent to which the Board was used a vehicle for the achievement of the political goals of the incoming government.
Robert Darby argues that Garran 'was evidently steeped in the Victorian view of literature as a morally improving tonic' (Darby, 1986: 32) and that the Board was formed with an agenda to 'uphold Empire and family values ' (1986: 31) .
Nevertheless, Darby concedes that the Board's initial purpose was in fact mostly administrative, a way to 'take the political heat off the minister' by excising the labour-intensive task of reading scores of books (1986: 31). However, in 1937 the Board was renamed and L. H. Allen assumed the position of chair, and henceforth the nature of the Board changed.
A lecturer in English at Canberra University College, L. H. Allen was a member of the Committee when it was established in 1933 (Wheare, 2018) . While Darby argues that Allen's judgements are more liberal than Garran's (Darby, 1986: 32) a greater change is affected by Allen assuming the position of chair than simply more liberal adjudications; the Board's (essentially conservative) understanding of what literature is and should do becomes clearer in this period.
It is important to remember the nature of the prevalent literary orthodoxies around the time of the censors' involvement in literature departments. Andrew Milner describes academic English in Australia in the early twentieth century as having a 'self-consciously colonial sense of its social purpose as that of Anglicisation' (Milner, 1985: 119) . 'Not until the 1950s was the hegemony of this traditional Anglophile liberal humanism challenged', Milner claims, 'and then by […] either American New Criticism, or some version or another of Leavisisim' (Milner, 1985: 121) . Indeed, Allen himself wrote his dissertation on the personality of British Romantic poet P. B. Shelley (Wheare, 2018) , and claimed of the Australian literary culture that 'current English literature is still a prevailing influence'. (National Archives of Australia Folder C4419: 307). As Nicole Moore points out, the Board itself described its role as enforcing 'Anglo-Saxon standards of reticence' as late as 1951 (Moore, 2012: 27) . Such a literary inheritance would include its own portion of Matthew Arnold's cultural politics; the dominance of Leavisim in the period during which the Board was handing down its more controversial judgements, such as that on Baldwin's novel in 1963, is significant for the fact that Leavis's criticism is itself 'neoArnoldian' (North, 2017: 6) . A direct line connects the two disparate time periods of Victorian Britain and mid-nineteenthcentury Australia, demonstrating both the influence of the conservative ideological genesis of English literature, as well as the extent to which Australian literary culture was still being dominated by this inheritance.
Replacing a public servant with an English lecturer as the Board's chair signals an attempt to legitimise the censorship actions of the Board by an appeal to 'literary' values. Under Allen's leadership the Board adopts an aggrandised sense of purpose: the 'principle of the Board's activities is to interpret the term 'literature' in its higher sense', states Allen in a letter to the Comptroller-General of the Customs Department, who was responsible for overseeing the Board (NAA Folder C4419: 241). The justificatory letter was written by Allen in response to a query raised by the secretary of a local literary group about the status of Ulysses as a banned book. A book is assessed, according to Allen, on whether it makes 'a significant and legitimate contribution to the many problems that face humanity; or whether it is a genuine and penetrating examination of the human mind' (NAA Folder C4419: 305). No longer was the Board carrying out a mere bureaucratic state-function, but it was arbitrating on the nature of the literary itself. The Board in this period, by ostensibly becoming less political, became more; by retreating from an understanding of itself as a government censorship exercise, it euphemises its purpose in the vocabulary of literary taste, making the Arnoldian move of hiding a conservative political function behind the supposedly universal values of culture.
Evidence of the Board's new literary sensibility under Allen's chairmanship is to be found in the justifications of the banning of The Wild Party by Joseph Moncure March. Allen writes that: 'What is indecent in one book may not be indecent in another. In true and masterly studies of life there occur, no doubt, scenes similar to some of those contained in this book, but they would carry a conviction not to be found here' (NAA Folder A3203: 2). Other censors are less circumspect, calling the book 'worthless trash' (NAA Folder A3203: 3). This book seemed to be banned for the very reason of its having insufficient literary merit. Conversely, The Thin Red Line by James Jones was recommended by Allen to be permitted; his judgement, again a primarily literary-critical one, pronounced that while it is 'not a masterpiece […] the psychology penetrates deeply' (NAA Folder A3203: 203).
In addition to the newfound literary-critical purpose of the Board, a fervent moralism is to be found in Allen's writing about what kinds of literature the Board should permit. Allen wrote that the 'protection of the young is more than commendable; it is urgent' (NAA Folder C4419: 306). He just as plainly stated that the 'duty of a literary censor' is to 'debar from public circulation reading matter […] which, if released, would be morally harmful to the community at large' (307). This heavy-handed state paternalism is quite distinct from the cultured reflections on the literary which Allen also sees as his task. The moral concern of the Board seems to pivot around the proliferation of a debased realism: 'writers are intent on stark realism and such an attitude may very well generate revulsion from its causes' says Allen (NAA Folder A3203: 239), elsewhere writing of a 'realism' that is 'often grim and savage' (NAA Folder C4419: 307). Williams writes of the concept of realism moving away from its associations with the bourgeois novel and towards 'a revolt against the ordinary bourgeois view of the world' through a 'selection of ordinary material which the majority of bourgeois artists preferred to ignore' (Williams, 1965: 301) . It is this newer, politically charged realism, reacting as it is to a nineteenthcentury literary heritage more amenable to the Board's predilections, which is seen by the Board to be morally damaging to a mass audience. The articulated function of the Board is therefore a dual one: it is to pronounce and indeed regulate the nature of 'literature', while simultaneously assuming the state's custodianship of public morality and censoring books that contravene it. Literature Censorship Board can analogously be thought of as being motivated by a fear about the consequences of a mass readership being exposed to certain kinds of messages unamenable to a bourgeois sensibility.
The distinction drawn by both Allen and Binns between the intellectual and the average reader is evidence of such an anxiety. 'Intellectual readers', or the 'intelligentsia', as Allen also called them, are contrasted with a mass public readership (see Appendix 1, lines 67, 73). Binns too distinguished between the 'serious minded student' and the 'average novel reader', recommending Another Country be banned for the latter but not the former .
This dichotomy reserves the capacity for judgement and discrimination only for certain kinds of readers -the censors themselves are these kinds of readers, of course -with the majority of the reading public thought of as passively and inertly receiving the obscene messages of books without the ability for independent thought. that the function of the ban, irrespective of the censors' intention, was to reinforce a dominant racist belief system operative within Australian society and government. Baldwin's novel's contribution to the 'thorny question' of racial relations, to borrow Allen's phrase (see Appendix 1, line 34), demonstrates the ability of literature to do more than the conservative function deigned to it by the literary establishment, from Arnold to Allen.
The contradictions present in Allen's report on Another Country provide a way in to seeing the nature of a program of literary censorship which, from its very inception, is ideological. For Marx, it is the very nature of ideology to conceal and mask contradiction (Markus, 1987: 77) . The tension between literary merit and obscene content is omnipresent throughout the censors' judgements. For Binns the 'writing is imaginative and sensitive' but simultaneously 'smeared' with indecency (NAA Folder C4419: 213). For Allen, the novel is nothing less than a 'work of genius marked by great intellectual power' but he nevertheless recommends banning it (see Appendix 1, line 32). It would not be so difficult to reconcile the notion of a great literary work also being banned for pornographic content if Allen himself had not dichotomised the two categories as mutually exclusive. Let us recall Allen's dictum that the Board's role was to
'distinguish between what is literature […] and what, in short, is pornographic, and to ban the latter'. Elsewhere he wrote that books which have 'sufficient skill and sincerity […] cannot be classed as pornography' (NAA Folder C4419: 307).
Allen's banning of Baldwin's 'work of genius' directly contradicts his own edict about the purpose of the censorship board.
If we remember, too, his definition of literature as 'a significant portrayal of life among any people in any age', then on Allen's own appraisal Baldwin's novel would count as literature, and indeed Allen refers to it in these terms (see Appendix 1, line 103).
The dichotomy between literature and pornography was in fact never a workable one; works by writers such as Balzac, Joyce and Nabokov were all banned for obscenity (Moore, 2012: 29, 3, 237 respectively) . If these writers were not considered literary then one wonders what writers Allen believes were. To remain consistent, Allen would need to radically revise his concept of the 'literary' and acknowledge that in fact it could include obscenity. However, to do so would change the entire theoretical nature of the Board according to his description; it would no longer be a matter of discerning 'literature' from 'pornography'. Rather, the Board's task would be to make judgements based on subjective, moralistic criteria about the appropriateness of a text for the dubious category of the 'average' reader (for we recall that the discerning 'intelligent reader' needs no such intervention into their reading practices). This latter, actual task of the Board is in line with the common conception of censorship as moralistic state paternalism. Allen's pretence that the Board's task was an arbitration between literature and pornography obscures the real nature of the Board; and it is ultimately contradicted by his judgement on Baldwin's novel. What the example of Another Country shows us is L. H. Allen, a man who was 84 years old at this stage, reaching the limits of his liberalism when confronted with a book radically progressive on the issues of race and sexuality. But more than just evidencing one man's reactionary politics, it shows the censorship project as one motivated by anxiety about the ability of literature to do precisely the opposite of the bourgeois function allotted to it by the state.
A way of rendering the activities of the Commonwealth Literature Censorship Board intelligible is understanding them as part of a conservative culturalist tradition. For this tradition, from Matthew Arnold to L. H. Allen, literature is allotted a social role which allies itself with the interests of the paternalistic state. 'We know that the aesthetic vision has the power to threaten reactionary social agendas,' writes Jonathan Dollimore in his discussion of sex and literature, and so But there are other aspects of this books which concern the Censor, and these must be considered. Mr Phillips mentions in his report that 'the author exemplifies his theme too exclusively through the portrayal of sexual relations'. It seems to me an obsession. There is hardly a page on which some sexual reference does not occur, and some are quite gratuitous. See, e.g., 134-36, 142, 215 . The reference on p. 195 is merely puerile.
As regards 'tabu' language, The Sunday Times says: 'The effect is devastating and purifying'. Perhaps the katharsis [sic] is homoepathic [sic] . I would suggest that it palls by iteration. Intellectual readers would not be disturbed by it any more than by some passages in Rabelais; but if the word obscene has any meaning under the Act, obscenity can no further go. In the case of The Thin Red Line men were fighting desperately for the lives of their countrymen, and incidentally, for Australian lives. One had to take the rough-and-tumble of the language with the general situation, but I cannot see here any special circumstances to justify such floods of pollution. For the Intellegentsia, it does not really matter, but it is not suitable for indiscriminate reading.
There is a strong homosexual strain in the story, and it is uncertain whether the author analyses it in order to understand it in light of the characters concerned, or advocates it. On p. 365 it is spoken of enigmatically as 'at once blacker and more pure'. It is to be remembered that those concerned come under influences that affect their 'psychic health' (as Mr Phillips puts it). It would seem that, with the exception of Eric, the actor, who is frankly and unblushingly homosexual, the characters are spiritual weaklings who seeks factitious relief. In any case, however, the encounters are told with repulsive minuteness.
Speaking of this The Sunday Times says: 'there is some beauty in the idea, but there is probably unacknowledged ugliness in the event. This raises the difference between homosexuality and bisexuality. Wilson Knights treatise, in The Mutual Flame, on Shakespeare's sonnets, points out that the poet's affection for his friend is Uranian. Sonnet XX is a definite repudiation of any sexual act. It is an axiom that every man has some feminine, and every woman has some masculine, element. It is a matter of proposition. Shakespeare's bisexuality comes from an abundant energy in which the two almost equal elements fuse. No doubt this made him as great a portrayer of women as of men. It is to be noted incidentally that in Troilus and Cressida the most injustly [sic] relations between Achiles and Patroclus.
I have mentioned The Mutual Flame, with some comments of my own, to show that the feminine element in a man can come from strength, not weakness; but the characters in this story are on a very different plane.
After these lucubrations the practical question arises as to the admissibility, or the reverse, of this book. I agree with Miss
Henson that if it is a matter of total banning or free importation, the latter must be chosen. I am not particularly impressed by Mr Phillips' statement that we must 'fall into line'. And, then, Australia's cultural values to be dictated from abroad? If so, why have a censorship at all? I do not say this in deprecation of Mr Phillips' verdict. On the contrary I beg
